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THE REAL CLASS STRUGGLE 
By FRANK CHODOROV 


N LEAST ONE BUSINESS is not waiting for a general depression; it a depression of 
its own. Anyone trying to peddle the concept of freedom knows how little demand 
there is for that commodity, and how that little is getting smaller. It takes a burning 
faith to prevent one from closing up shop until that fateful day when the complete loss 
of freedom will revive an interest in it. 

However, one does not quit that easily, particularly when one is thoroughly sold on 
one’s merchandise. The inclination is to analyze the sales resistance, with the hope that 
discovery of its cause will suggest a new way of attracting customers. 

An opportunity for such analysis came to me last month, when I talked to a group 
of college girls — reputedly of the “upper crust” — on the subject of social security. The 
subject served as window trimming for the discussion of freedom in general, in the post- 
lecture and question-and-answer period. 

Putting aside my inadequacy as a salesman, and judging only by the questions that 
were thrown at me, I would say that these sweet intellectuals — and they are not alone in 
this respect — could not work up any interest in freedom simply because all their think- 
ing along these lines was preempted by assumptions that deny freedom out of hand. The 
assumptions created a mental barrier to freedom, even as dogma makes it impossible to 
sell meat to a Catholic on Friday, or pork to an orthodox Jew on any day. 

Unless these assumptions can be rooted out the business of freedom will continue to 
be in a bad way. 

The first assumption — or is it a fixation? — is that society and government are iden- 
tical; as one girl put it, you cannot separate the fingers from the hand. Now, the whole 
case for freedom rests on the thesis that man is born with it, and that it is in the nature of 
government to limit, thwart or constrict the full expression of that human characteristic. 
Between the social order and the political establishment, then, there is constant tug-of-war. 

The struggle does not arise from the goodness of man and the badness of govern- 


3 ment; the one cannot help wanting to be free, the other is impelled by the inner urge 


pot political power to make off with as much freedom as it can lay its hands on. This is 
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as true of republican or democratic governments as of other forms, and no political 
party, and certainly not the socialists, can do anything about it. The denial of this fact, 
the assumption of the identity of the two opposing tendencies, gives government a greater 


Opportunity to fatten on the freedom of the people. The assumption puts society at a 
disadvantage. 
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The other assumption, which follows from the first, is that whatever is unjust or in- 
congruous in the social order comes from a conflict of interests within society, not from 
any conflict between the people and their government. The cleavage within society is 
between those who have and those who lack. This disproportion in ownership, the as- 
sumption holds, is caused by a sort of regularized highwaymanry; those who lack have 
been. victimized by those who have. It is the first duty of government to correct this in- 
equity, which would be a simple chore for the “right’”’ kind of government; if only fifty- 
one percent of the people were agreed on the proper procedure, were properly ‘“‘educated’’, 
the maldistribution of wealth which causes all our social evils would be done away with. 

Behind this idea is the old urge for leveling, which is the very opposite of freedom; 
for men being different in capacities, freedom and equality are contradictory terms. With- 
out going into that subject, it should be evident that the “‘class struggle’’ explanation of 
all our social difficulties makes the case for freedom very difficult, since it automatically 


calls for use of political power as a curative. You cannot sell freedom to a person who has 
swallowed this “‘class struggle’’ notion whole. 


“eye TO THINK OF IT, the notion is an axiom in most people’s thinking. The politi- 
cian accepts it because it serves his purpose well; it is the substance of such potent 
vote-getting phrases as “economic royalists” and “‘selfish interests”. The well-to-do, as 
a class, accept it because it flatters their egos; their bank balances, which may be the only 
thing they possess, prove them to be “superior”. The incompetents, on the other hand, are 
all for it, because it explains away their incompetence. And how could the labor union 
leaders get along without a “class struggle” doctrine? 

Karl Marx tried to give the doctrine a “scientific” underpinning, by inventing an ex- 
planatory economic theory, which he called “surplus value”. It runs something like this: 
All society is divided into two classes, those who own the means of production or capital, 
and those who own nothing but their labor power. These proletarians are compelled by 
the needs of the stomach to work for the former, receiving wages for their contribution to 
production. Naturally, the capitalists pay the lowest wages possible, which in the circum- 
stances amount to mere subsistence; the worker simply cannot work for less. But the worker 
produces more than his subsistence needs, and all he produces above that amount is “‘sur- 
plus value’. This the capitalist appropriates. 

This fanciful notion of wages has nothing but imagination to stand on. Any neo- 
phyte in economics knows (after he rids himself of his college courses) that the level of 
wages is determined by the level of production; the capitalist has nothing to do with it. 
It is the consumer who fixes the wages of the worker; it is the consumer also who deter- 
mines whether the capitalist will receive any compensation for the use of his capital. Even 
some of the idolators of Marx — called the “revisionists” — recognized the flimsiness of the 
“surplus value” theory, and at least one of them, a biographer of Marx, admitted that 
while the theory is untenable in fact, it has merit as propaganda. 








Propaganda for what? For the ‘class struggle” notion. For, both the Marxists and 
the neo-Marxists — like the Fabians, the New and Fair Dealers — have always been deter- 
mined to keep a fire under the doctrine of the conflict of economic classes. One could make 
out a case for other class distinctions and antagonisms; as, for instance, between religion- 
ists and agnostics, merchants and customers, baseball players and umpires. But such dis- 
tinctions are of no use to the demagogue and are therefore automatically ruled out. 

The doctrine of capitalistic exploitation — accepted as axiomatic in most college eco- 
nomics textbooks, even though the supporting doctrine of ‘surplus value” is discarded 
— suggests the need of remedial action; which is another way of saying that a call for the 
cop is in order. Marx argued that when the nightstick is wielded by the proletariat — 
the inherently “superior” class — there will be no more exploitation. The neo-Marxists, 
who never did a day’s productive work in their lives, and never intend to, discard the no- 
tion of proletarian supremacy and put their faith in those who have ‘“‘majored” in eco- 
nomics. The point is that whether the proletarians or the “majors” are to do this doctor- 
ing, the medicine is compulsion. And one cannot help but suspect that the glory of power, 
the joy of being able to impose one’s will upon another, is motive enough for keeping the 
“class struggle” notion fixed in the public consciousness. There it remains as a barrier to 
the concept of freedom. 


INCE THE KEY TO THE “class struggle” notion is the word “‘exploitation”’, it might be well 
S to ask what this word signifies. The “surplus value” theory no longer serves as ex- 
planation and other definitions are somewhat long-winded. In the final analysis, exploita- 
tion is the taking of some other fellow’s property by the use or threat of force — something 
like the “money or your life” method of getting rich. The difference between exploita- 
tion and ordinary robbery is that the one is legal and the other is not. But, in either case, 
the use or threat of force is involved. 

This brings us to a class struggle theory that has some basis in reality. Since force 
is the essence of exploitation, it follows that those who enjoy a monopoly of force — the 
government — are in excellent position to practice exploitation. Whatever shifting of 
property from producers to non-producers does go on, the cause will be found in the 
exercise of political power; those who try to exploit their fellow man without this ad- 
vantage are courting sojourns in jail. 

This is not to say that the politician uses his position to feather his nest; he may or 
may not, but his emoluments, legal or otherwise, are not the measure of his exploitative 
power. It is rather in the use of the power vested in him for the advantage of others that 
he becomes a menace to property rights and freedom. But, why does the politician use 
the power vested in him to better the circumstances of other people? Simply because he 
is in constant need of allies. 

Since the beginning of organized society, the political establishment has lived in un- 
holy alliance with individuals or groups, whereby the latter, in exchange for support of 








the establishment, have profited at the expense of other segments of society. The reason 
for this alliance is the tenuous position of that minority which is in control of the political 
power; alone they cannot hold on. The king needed a supporting cast of nobles to keep his 
throne from tottering; and the commissars are soundly entrenched in the Kremlin because 
a well-fed army of soldiers and civilians find it profitable to keep them there. A privileged 
class is the rock on which the State stands. 


Putting aside past history, let us look at the present American State, which is reputed 
to hold tenure at the will of the people. That is true, only if you add “which people?”’. 
In times past, the supporting cast consisted of what we used to call “the robber barons” 
— individuals who were paid off with land grants, franchises and laws which protected 
them from competition and thus enabled them to garner a monopoly profit. In recent 
years, to these beneficiaries of special privilege have been added farmers who are paid 
for not farming, workers for not working, renters for not paying rent; to them the State 
is good and they support it at the polls. They are the chosen people; the rest are exploitees. 


The principal instrument of exploitation at the disposal of government is the power 
to levy taxes. Without that, it would be harmless. It is by this means that the politician 
is not only able to support himself in his position of power, but also to extract from its 


rightful owners the property which he uses to buy allies. In this country, the law and po- | 


litical expediency make it incumbent on him to levy on all the citizens with some sem- 
blance of impartiality; it is in the dispensation of the confiscated property that his pur- 
pose shows up. His grants-in-aid are carefully distributed with an eye to the voting 
strength of the recipient pressure groups. 


So, the economic class struggle shapes up as a conflict between those who profit by | 


privilege and those who pay more than they get back from the government. The latter 
must be in the majority, simply because an equal distribution of privilege would give no- 
body an advantage; and, then, after the government deducts its share for managerial ex- 
penses, there is less to hand out than what was taken in. But, the point is that the privi- 
leged class is created by political power; there is no way for them to exploit the rest of the 
population if they do not enjoy the use of this power on a sort of lend-lease basis. 


HIS IS THE TRUTH that must first be understood if the struggle for freedom is to suceed: 
T The State, impelled by an irresistible force toward the acquisition of power, gains 
support for its purposes by buying up pressure groups with the property it extracts from 
Society. The real class struggle is not between the privileged and the disadvantaged; that 


is only a carefully cultivated mirage. The real class struggle is between Society and the 
State. 
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" As Congress Opens — Repub oakroom: As Congress gathered to hear the President, the fol- 
os lowing exchange of views took place between two Republicans on a matter which is so vital and tender 
ns”” that it rarely is aired with thoroughness in print in the Capital: 
ted First Republican: We must have unity this year, if we’re going to win the House and Senate next 
ent fall. We've been out of power so long and in opposition that we have got a habit of rebelliousness and 
aid excessive independence. We’ve got to learn to follow the President. We need discipline and the Re- 

publican members of Congress will have to take the White House program, whether they like it or not. 

fate 


Unless we put over the White House program we will lose next fall and the Party will be ruined and will 
ees. disappear as a party. 


wer Second Republican: How do you expect Ike to exact unity and obedience to his program when a 
. far more popular, powerful and adroit President — F. D. Roosevelt — never achieved it. You talk of 
ian seer wp iee J . 

4 “discipline”. You apparently mean the secret organization being formed to purge independent GOP 
its members of congress who fail to go along with the program. Why do you think Ike can succeed where 
po- F.D.R. failed so dismally in 1938 when he tried to do the same? As a matter of fact, in that year the 
om- | Republicans made their biggest comeback and biggest congressional gains — and few doubt that it was 

as a result of the trouble made in the Democratic ranks. In short, you risk not only losing next fall’s 
=! elections but also damaging the GOP beyond repair. 
Wi First Republican: But unless the members follow the President you won’t have a party. 

Second Republican: Why not? The Democratic Party continued under Roosevelt and Truman al- 
by though the Southern Democrats voted consistently with the Republicans on a number of major issues. But 
tter even in the Republican Party in the Twenties, you should remember, some Western Republicans used to 
no- run quite independently of the White House and the national organization of the Party. 
ex- é 
ivi- Democratic Cloakroom: The most important fact about the New Deal Democrats who now run 
: that party is that they are literally terrified of the damage done to it by the Harry Dexter White affair and 
the of the potential damage yet to be wrought if the Republicans vigorously follow the “McCarthy line”. 

Democratic Chairman Mitchell’s admission that his party has suffered from the issue is an indication of 
the real distress which reigns behind closed doors of party councils and which has been kept concealed. 
‘ed: Two developments have exacerbated this apprehension: 
ains (1) Senator McCarthy deliberately (in his last TV speech) sought to cultivate those Democrats 
rom who hate the Red connections of the Party’s leaders and managed to make a distinction between the 
‘hat American Democrats and the Red parasites who have worked so successfully into the higher ranks of 
the Party. Democratic Party chieftains dread this approach of McCarthy and shrink from contemplat- 
the ing what the Wisconsin Senator, along this line, may do to the Democratic rank-and-file in next fall’s 
elections. 

(2) Governor Dewey’s hot speech against the Democrats in Hartford, Connecticut, has upset the New 
— Dealers who run the Democratic Party. 
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These developments have caused such nightmares that the familiar phalanx of left-wing New Deal 
columnists has been thrown into the breach to try to repair the damage and keep unity in the Party. 
Hence, the line — now appearing frequently — that the Democrats in Congress are so mad at the Re- 
publicans over the Harry Dexter White case that they won’t cooperate with the White House in the passage 
of its program. Republican realists, of course, never expected they would really cooperate. But some 


of the New Deal Republicans in the White House may be impressed by this “blackmail”. 


Bricker Amendment: Our Wall Street correspondent reports: Down here, they’re nicknaming it a 
“Goldman, Sachs operation” — meaning the Committee formed last week to defeat the Bricker Amend- 
ment (which is designed, as we see it here, to protect American sovereignty from treaty law). The new 
committee is called “Committee for Defense of the Constitution by Preserving the Treaty Power”. Last 
week, we revealed that Mr. Arthur J. Goldsmith was active in forming this group. Mr. Goldsmith pro- 
moted the “Committee for National Affairs” in the early post-war years to defeat “isolationists”; his ef- 
forts are said to have helped in the defeat iti 1946 of Senator B. K. Wheeler of Montana, but failed to 


overturn Senator Pat McCarran of Nevada. Columnist Westbrook Pegler has devoted some interesting 
pieces to the subject of Mr. Goldsmith. 


John W. Davis, whose law firm is connected with J. P. Morgan and Company, is one co-chairman; 
another is General Lucius Clay (former U.S. commander in Germany). That is where the “Goldman, 
Sachs” comes in. For Clay is now Chairman of the Board of Directors of Continental Can Company, 
and Goldman, Sachs — together with Lehman Brothers — helped finance Continental Can. Lehman 


Brothers is owned by the family of that name, of which Senator Herbert Lehman, New Deal Democratic 
Senator, is a member. 


But, down here, near Broad and Wall, we think that Goldman-Sachs is the most powerful in this 
matter. Mr. Sidney J. Weinberg is considered to be the moving spirit behind Continental Can. It is 
said that he was instrumental in putting General Clay in as Board Chairman. He is himself on the Can 
board. Also on that board is Junius S. Morgan (of J. P. Morgan and Company) and Paul C. Cabot (a 
J. P. Morgan director and Harvard Treasurer). It is rumored that Weinberg also got these Morgan 
men on the board. Weinberg is known as a “New Deal Republican” and was prominent in the fight to 
nominate Ike at Chicago a year ago last summer. 


Another prominent figure on the committee is Professor Edward S. Corwin, of Princeton University, 
known as an expert on constitutional law. The Chicago Tribune, in an editorial (January 5), recalls 


that Corwin in. his book Total. War.and the Constitution (1947). said:...““Today..it is the.overwhelming ver: .... | 


dict of practice, at least, under the Constitution, that no treaty provision which deals with subject matter 
‘falling to the jurisdiction of Congress by virtue of its enumerated powers can have the force of ‘law of the 
land’ unless Congress has adopted legislation to that effect.” The Tribune notes a disparity between what 
Corwin said in 1947 and what he says today and concludes, “In a realm of legal dialectic as slippery as 
this, the only sure safeguard is to require everybody charged with the conduct of government to live within 
the limits of the Constitution. This the Bricker Amendment does. Those who oppose it are arguing for 
a government without constitutional restraint.” 


Not Merely Gossip: The Democrats seem to want to make a party issue of Ike’s decision to withdraw 
two American divisions from the Korean front. Certain Democrats view the move as “appeasement”. 
Best impartial opinion here is a bit undecided on the merits of this matter. The Ike move may fit into 
‘the appeasement pattern and thereby would have a bad effect on the Asiatic situation. On the other hand, 
it could also just as well fit into the pattern of the new defense strategy — the reliance principally on air 
supremacy, with cuts in the Army and Navy as subsidiary services. This policy, all around the world, is 
one of “disengagement” from commitments, to perform ground warfare, leaving those theaters to native 
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military forces supplied by us, and backed up by our air and sea power. It is not improbable that Ike’s 
move in withdrawing the two divisions fits into this category. At least, a number of foreign observers 
interpret the move this way and have so informed their governments. 


@ Friends of the Bricker Amendment are holding their breaths, hoping that Senator Bricker will 
be careful about negotiating any “compromises” of the amendment draft with the White House. For 
some conferences on the matter have been held in the past week and there come reports that Bricker was 
prepared to agree to something like the Knowland “compromise” of last summer, which Bricker sharply 
rejected at that time. These new reports have been denied by Bricker’s office. But, while Bricker’s sound 
patriotism and complete good intentions are not questioned, his judgment in some of these intricate ques- 
tions of drafting are. It is recalled that it took Frank Holman and others some time to get the Senator 
straightened out on the wording of the resolution last winter. In short, some here hope that not only 
Frank Holman, granddaddy of the amendment, but also Dean Clarence Manion (formerly of Notre Dame 
Law) who has fought valiantly for it, will keep a very acute watching brief at Bricker’s elbow. 


@ Watch for — a radio broadcast to America from Formosa by Generalissimo and Madame Chiang 


) Kai-shek, before very long. Preparations — it is reported — are under way and may be announced in 
' the very near future. One thing the General might say in his speech (for he has said it bluntly to some 
' Americans recently in Formosa) is that if the UN should ever admit Red China, that would be the end 


of the UN. 


Return of the Lame Duck: Former Senator Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., is coming back to Washington 


' to stay awhile, since the UN Assembly, where he represented the U.S. in the last session, has adjourned. 


The usual claque of New Dealish columnists will seek to spread the impression that Lodge returns as “con- 


_ quering hero”, after accomplishing much at the UN. Actually, foreign observers who had to devote much 


time watching the futile gyrations at Lake Success say quite the contrary. They believe the Lodge mis- 
sion was.a “poor show”. 


The first thing that a delegate to the UN should realize is that if the organization has any value 
(which is doubtful) it is purely one of providing an international propaganda forum. The Russians 


_ obviously understand this full well, and Vishinsky plays the game to perfection. Not so much can be said 


of the Americans, especially Lodge. No one can deny that — according to the above criterion — the 
UN has had no value whatever to the U.S. because our adversaries, the Russians, win the propaganda game. 


Unless a delegate appreciates the true reality of the UN, he is liable to feel that this or that parlia- 
mentary move in which he becomes involved really is important in itself. Observers who watched Lodge 


doubt that-he fully understands-the underlying fact about the UN, that~he: often seems to feel that the 
forensic engagement into which he enters may be really important apart from its propaganda implications. 


Lodge’s biggest “stunt” was supposed to be the presentation of our evidence on Korean atrocities 
and his fight to get the UN to take some severe stand. Actually, all that happened was a “viewing-with- 
alarm” resolution, passed with no great brio, and failure to win a “condemnation”. 


The former Senator, it is emphasized, is not a good “technician” in the UN arena. He is not — 
and it is a wounding comparison — the equal of his predecessor, Warren D. Austin, former Senator 
from Vermont, who served a number of years in the UN; and Warren Austin — it is conceded — him- 
self was “no great shakes”. 


| Economic Seers:. “The economic state of the nation is healthy.” So begins a leading story in “The 








National Financial and Business Review” section of the New York Times of January 4. The next sen- 
tence: “Some of the ills that had been predicted for 1953 never appeared till the latter part of the year.” 
That is to say, while business has been good, despite the dour predictions of the experts at the beginning 
of the year, you must not discount these predictions or the experts; the inference is that the “‘ills” they 


foretold are beginning to show up now. Maybe events will prove them right after all, and their reputations 


will be saved. 


The fact is, as businessmen who hire them should know, the predictions made by these “economists” 
are based on nothing more than what is called “chart reading” in the stock market. Assembling a lot 
of figures on what happened in the past, they presume that something like it will happen in the future; 
the figures are all they have to go by. They do not ask why — what were the causes for the figures on 
which they draw conclusions — because they do not believe in why. They are statisticians, not philos- 
ophers. For that reason, the best they can expect from their prognostications in a fifty per cent average; 


they will probably be wrong as often as they will be right. Various times they predicted “depression” — 
and they were wrong. 


Statistics only record what has happened. They cannot record what will happen. If the statistics are 
read in relation to some general principle — some immutable law — then they can help one to predict. 
This is what is called in logic the “deductive method” — reasoning from a general principle which has 
been proven by experience. But, modern economists reject immutable law — “there ain’t no absolutes”, 


they say. Politics, they maintain, can twist economics this way or that, according to plan, and natural | 


law has nothing to do with it. Rejecting natural law in economics leaves them with nothing but statistics 
to go by. 


That’s why they are wrong at least half the time. That’s why their predictions have about as much 
validity as those of Merlin the Magician of the King Arthur era. 


Pearson: Senators Jenner and McCarran were permitted to interview Igor Gouzenko, the former Red | 
spy in Canada, under the strict chaperonage of the Canadian Ministry of External Affairs. This is headed © 


by Mr. Lester Pearson, who is coming in for some criitcal articles, and not merely from U.S. sources. 


The British conservative newsletter Candour says that Pearson’s policy “has shown a tendency which | 


could easily be interpreted as leniency towards Communists and Communist sympathizers”, and men- 


tioned the case of Dr. Otto Strasser. “It is generally known”, says Candour, “that this anti-Hitler German, | 
who has given over twenty years of his life to fighting Communism and Nazism — and who was one of | 
the first to warn of the folly of replacing Hitlerism with the far greater menace of Stalinism — has long | 
been earmarked as a special enemy by the Reds and fellow-travellers all over the world. Neue Zeit, Mos- | 
cow’s leading periodical of the Comintern, published as early as 1947 the statement that Dr. Strasser was | 


one of the “three leading warmongers” of our time. This official party line was and is, of course, an order 
to every Communist and fellow-traveller to smear and hinder Strasser’s activities in every way possible. 
In the light of this undeniable fact, one can only wonder — if Mr. Pearson really does not favor and desire 


to help the Communists — how on earth the Canadian Foreign Minister can continue, eight and one-half | 
years after the war, to refuse Strasser an International Certificate of Identity for Stateless Persons which | 


would long ago have restored to this prominent anti-Red his freedom of movement.” 


Candour goes on: “One can only wonderingly compare Mr. Pearson’s coyness about issuing even a | 
humble Identity Certificate to proven anti-Reds, with his most generous act in granting a Canadian Pass- | 


port to the convicted traitor and Red spy, Fred Rose. Mr. Rose, in spite of his Russian birth, was for 
some time a member of the Canadian Parliament, where he represented the Communist party. Caught in 
the spy net, which — thanks to Mr. Gouzenko — was finally exposed, Fred Rose was convicted of treason 
and thereafter served several years in a Federal penitentiary. This evidently entitled him, in the opinion 
of Mr. Pearson, at least, to a vacation in a Czechoslovak resort, deep behind the Iron Curtain.” 
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MILLIONS AND MILLIONS FOR FOREIGN PROPAGANDA 
By Eucene W. Caste 


INCE 1948 THE AMERICAN taxpayer has been “rooked” for more than $400,000,000 for global prop- 
S aganda. That is what the U.S. Information Agency is spending for stupidly ineffective efforts to influ- 
ence the minds and motives of foreigners. Scores of Americans returning from abroad, including business 
people, newspapermen and Congressmen of both parties, have repeatedly warned against the mainte- 
nance of these totally unwarranted expenditures. 

Unfortunately, many of our foreign service people abroad are still devotees of the Truman-Ache- 
son-Harriman regime, while others have been overseas so long that they have no chance to become ac- 
quainted with the actual issues that concern the American people today. At home, thousands of U.S.I.A. 
payrollers all too often actually spearhead policies and pronouncements that invite foreign politicians 
to keep right on calling for more free American aid billions. 

Incredible also is the fact that the Director of the U.S. Information Agency, Theodore C. Streibert, 
who determines all global propaganda policies for the Government of the United States, has never had 
any experience as a newspaper reporter. Director Streibert relies upon four regional directors whom 
he calls his “eyes and ears”. These four individuals who actually operate our world-wide propaganda 
octopus are all “seasoned” holdovers from the Truman-Acheson-Harriman regime. 

While our top officials continually plead to both friend and foe for peace, our own propagandists, 
nearly 7,000 in all, continually resort to ill-conceived, blatant and repetitious overseas promotion that 
appears to foreigners to be a propaganda campaign of “hot war’’ intensity, while our Allies and ourselves 
are endeavoring to keep the cold war on ice. Many foreigners accuse Uncle Sam of constantly “needling” 
the liars of Moscow and causing them to annoy all peoples everywhere with still greater untruths. The 
majority of Europeans believe that a real start in the direction of world peace might begin if the prop- 
agandists of both the West and the East would take a very long vacation. 


HE U.S.I.A. was originally created for the sole purpose of disseminating propaganda to foreign peo- 
T ples, but the Agency is now being utilized to propagandize Americans! An example was the recent 
announcement that the President’s Washington Press Conference would, for the first time in history, be 
“taped” so that it could be heard in its entirety by American radio audiences. When this announce- 
ment was made, it was not revealed that the innovation was “sold” to the White House by C. D. Jackson, 
chief speech writer for the President, well-known former exponent of “one-world” citizenship theories and 
head of the President’s Committee on Psychological Warfare. The day following the conference a brief 
notice was released to explain why we were permitted to hear a complete Washington press meeting. The 
reason, it now appears, was to enable the “Voice of America” to broadcast, according to its own press 
release, “throughout most of the world almost the entire press conference held by President Eisenhower”. 
In the same release the U.S.I.A. stated that an estimated 45 million foreigners heard the broadcast. This 
global audience, it seems, was purely an estimate because the broadcast had not been previously announced 
and therefore came to its foreign listeners completely by surprise. Furthermore, the audience figures given 
out by the Washington Agency were prepared before the broadcast actually occurred. 
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the American taxpayer. How can this wasteful and shameful global bad-will building continue uninter: 
rupted and in an Administration that faithfully promised, only a little over a year ago, to “clean up the 
mess in Washington?” 


AsT JUNE AND JuLy spokesmen for the Agency, testifying before the Appropriations Committees of the 
Congress, stated that half a billion people annually see our government’s propaganda movies. This 
impressive figure was “strictly made in Washington”. It was grossly inaccurate and entirely untrue. In 
the first place, no attendance records were maintained during the year reported, 1952. Furthermore, the 
U.S.I.A.’s own operatives abroad have repeatedly stated that the very nature of these rural free film 
showings makes it impossible to obtain accurate figures. An estimate from Brazil, for the year 1952, 
gave a total audience in that country, for the year, of 1,281,000. Instead of half a billion people annual- 
ly, a more correct estimate, and for all countries, would probably total an audience of considerably less 
than 30 million people annually. 

Spokesmen for the U.S. Information Agency, in an effort to justify their operations, like to compare 
the one billion and a half dollars which, they say, the Soviets spend annually for propaganda, with our 
own current appropriation, the puny sum of seventy-eight million dollars. This comparison seems star- 
tling, but it is untrue. Our propagandists fail to mention the fact that one and one half billion dollars 


the Soviet by many billions of dollars. 


Another argument often made in self-defense by our U.S. Information Agency spokesmen is that 


England, France, Italy and other European countries spend nearly as much for overseas propaganda as 


American vacationists. 


their facilities and services to the American traveller. 


speaker” for Washington politicians anxious to give more and more American dollars to foreigners. 


by taking advantage of local “datelines” and utilizing our Ambassadors and Ministers as spokesmen, through 


the accredited news and radio facilities of the countries where our diplomats are stationed. By replacing 


other lands. 





Eucene W. Castle, former newspaper reporter, newsreel editor, world traveller and observer, is founder and first pres- 
ident of Castle Films. 
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pays for all of the newspaper, magazine and radio activities maintained throughout the entire Soviet | 
Union. If an honest comparison were given, it would have to include all of the press, magazine, radio | 
and television expenditures made each year throughout the United States and this would, of course, exceed | 


we do. The principal European countries, taken together, spend approximately 40 million dollars an- 
nually to attract the more than 400,000 Americans who travel abroad each year. The propaganda of the ; | 
European countries is in reality strictly travel promotion aimed solely at the hundreds of thousands of | 
No mention is ever made of the fact that our own railroads, air lines and steam- | 
ship companies spend many millions of dollars more than all foreign countries combined in promoting | 


Actually, the United States Information Agency is a very costly, high pressure “transmission belt” | 
to maintain and increase giveaways for foreigners. Until it is abolished it will always serve as a “loud- | 


To regain the respect and confidence of foreigners, our Country needs only a compact, honestly ad- | 
ministered news bureau within the State Department, staffed by a brand new crew of professional, care- | 
fully selected and experienced newspapermen. Their sole duties should be confined to interpreting the 


really important policies, ideals and objectives of our Government. This should be accomplished chiefly | 





stupidity, ignorance, boondoggling and deceit with experience and high competence and by completely | 
abolishing all propaganda gadgets and gimmicks, the American taxpayers can be saved more than | 


$60,000,000 annually and Americans can once again commence to make friends among the peoples of 
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